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definite extension backwards. But there is nothing
to warrant such an assumption as this. Of course
what lies outside such a chain of cause ami effect as
I have been considering lies by virtue of that outside,
the ken of science. But so far from its being self-
evident that the whole system of nature lies within
the ken of natural science, the evidence appears
to be exactly the other way. I have already in a
former lecture mentioned some things that we, do
not seem to see the slightest prospect of our being
able to explain by merely natural science, and that
do not even appear to be of the nature of what we
are able to explain in this manner.

The conclusion, I think, to which we are led is
this. We may safely use evolution as a working
hypothesis, for trial, in our scientific investigations,
nor is it likely that in fair, sober investigation it
will fail us; for the most thoroughly convinced
theist would naturally suppose that as the mind of
the Author of nature must infinitely transcend our
own minds, so the contrivances which He employs
would run far beyond what we can follow. It is
only when we think of natural science as being in
itself, in its entirety (as distinguished from the por-
tion of it with which we are acquainted) omnipotent
for the explanation of the system of nature that
there appears to be anything atheistic in evolution,

And yet even an extreme adoption of evolution